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Testimony of: Adam J. Morman on behalf of Walton Maryland 

To: Board of Charles County Commissioners  

Regarding: 2016 Comprehensive Plan 

June 21, 2016 

 

1. Introduction 

a. I’m a Frederick County resident and work in Charles County. 

b. A professionally licensed landscape architect for over 16 years, experience working on 

many Smart Growth, mixed-use residential projects throughout the State of Maryland. 

c. I am an Eco-Tourist (both ecological and economic), as I have visited and utilized many 

of the county’s trails, parks, and waterways; along with spending money at local Charles 

County retail businesses on a monthly basis.  In addition, several of my consultants are 

local Charles County businesses. 

2. Recommendations to the Board of County Commissioners 

a. Please fully discuss the PFA and Tier II designations for the 1,160 acres in Public Work 

Session before taking any vote on other proposed Amendments related to the Residential 

Development District boundary changes to the Comp Plan.   

b. The 1,160 acres should be placed in the Residential Development District and not be 

placed in a Watershed Conservation District originally created to protect the 

Mattawoman Stream Valley.  100% of the 1,160 acres are outside of the Mattawoman 

Stream Valley and over 90% is outside of the Mattawoman Watershed. 

c. Maintain Priority Funding Designation for the 1,160 acres and not a gerrymandered PFA 

surrounding only the proposed Elementary School #22.  Maintaining the PFA status for 

this entire 1,160 acre area would allow for a future middle school #9 and potential park 

location to be eligible for State Funding. 

d. Maintain Tier II sewer map designation for the 1,160 acres, and do not impose an 

obligation on the County to construct a multi-million dollar temporary pump station to 

serve only the proposed Elementary School #22, when a more thoughtfully designed and 

located pump station can serve areas with failing septic systems, future public school(s), 

future public parks, and future development at little to no cost to county taxpayers. 

e. Designate the 1,160 acres as a TDR receiving area to allow for reasonable development 

to occur in an area long planned for and designated for growth.  This area is less than 1 to 

2 miles from Route 301, with significant public investment in infrastructure already in 

place. 
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3. Inadequate substantive discussion during BOCC's Comp Plan Work Sessions 

a. It is disconcerting with the absence of any substantive discussions during any of the 

BOCC's Work Sessions regarding potential Amendments to the Comp Plan. 

i. Work sessions are supposed to involve discussion amongst the group in a public 

forum, not silence.  

b. In particular, proposed Amendment No. 14 calls for the BOCC to "address the 1,160 

acres off of Billingsley Road at a later Work Session to discuss land use options."  It went 

on to state "Additional time is needed to offer a specific amendment." 

i. When is this discussion to occur?  

ii. Where is this Amendment?  

c. After tonight, the BOCC only has one more Work Session scheduled on June 28th, and 

that is at the same time that Amendment motions and votes are to be taken. 

i. Where is Walton’s due process and the due process of other property owners 

within the 1,160 acres? 

d. Most importantly, should other Amendments proposed for action on June 28 be 

addressed prior to discussion of the 1,160 acres, (including Walton’s property), they 

could adversely impact or even make moot any discussion of the 1,160 acre area. 

i. This very circumstance arose at the Planning Commission, despite advice to the 

contrary by the County Attorney and a Majority of the Planning Commission 

wishing to keep the 1,160 in the PFA and Tier II after learning of elementary 

school #22 being proposed in the area. 

ii. It must not be allowed to occur again. 

4. Land Use within the 1,160 Acres 

a. A new Elementary School #22 has been approved in the 1,160 Acres. 

b. A future Middle School #9 is proposed for this same area  

c. This area could also be a location for a future public park 

d. Trail connections between the schools, park, and Indian Head Rail Trail can be 

constructed and allow connectivity and increased use of the trail system. 

e. After subtracting schools, parks, existing development, and natural areas that will be 

protected from development, only approx. 600 acres will remain for potential 

development.   

f. Allowing reasonable levels of development to occur within this area will create 

opportunities for MPDU’s to help provide affordable housing and designating this area as 

a TDR receiving area will help preserve land in other areas of the County. 

g. Reasonable development adjacent to public schools and parks can allow children and 

families to safely walk and bike to schools, parks, and the Indian Head Rail Trail. 

h. Charles County’s professional planning staff has consistently recommended the 1,160 

acres be removed from the Deferred Development District and placed into Residential 
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Development as the next logical location for reasonable development and a designated 

TDR receiving area.  A MAJORITY of Planning Commission members believe the 

1,160 ac. should retain its PFA and Tier II designation. 

5. Priority Funding Designation 

a. It is disingenuous for Charles County to receive State Funding for projects within and/or 

surrounding the 1,160 acres in previous years, only to remove the PFA designation at a 

later date after significant funding has already been received. 

i. One recent project which received over $145,000 in state funding is the 

Middletown Road Park Acquisition, to provide parking for the Indian Head Rail 

Trail.  Will Charles County return State funding back to the State? 

b. It is improper to submit a school site for Maryland Clearinghouse Review while it is 

located in and surrounding an existing PFA and Future Growth Area, only to later 

remove the PFA designation for the entire area with the exception of a gerrymandered 

PFA boundary around only the school site.  

i. This school location was chosen above two other locations because it was located 

in a PFA designated Growth Area. 

6. “Merged Scenario vs. 2016 Comp Plan 

a. The Merged Scenario had proposed the 1,160 acres for Mixed Residential and was 

NOT included in a Watershed Conservation District 

 

b. Many citizens, Planning Commission members, and Board of County Commissioner 

members have often referenced the “Merged Scenario” as the preferred plan to move 

forward with. 

c. The 2016 Comprehensive Plan is DRASTICALLY DIFFERENT from the 2015 version 

submitted to the State of Maryland Inter-Agency for review and comment and is NOT 

BALANCED. 

d. Interestingly, the amendments proposed to date by the BOCC have a strong resemblance 

to motions that failed to be approved by the Planning Commission.   

7. Sanitary Sewer Service for New Billingsley Road School #22 

a. The County has indicated the closest public sewer service is 9,400 feet away and a 

Temporary pump station and force main will need to be constructed at a cost of over 

$2,000,000.  
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b. The County’s application submitted to the Interagency Committee states that the sewer 

project providing sewer service to the proposed elementary school is designated as a 

White Plains Failing Septic Capital Project.   

i. The CIP is for Failing Septic along Park Ave. & Gateway Boulevard.  How does a 

force main and pump station dedicated to only the school fit into the failing septic 

of an existing residential community over 7,600 feet away? 

c. A common sense approach would be to locate a more central pump station within the 

1,160 acres which could provide gravity sewer to a majority of the 1,160 acres and take 

up to 6 existing temporary pump stations out of service. 

i. Reasonable amounts of private development within the 1,160 could contribute a 

majority of the sewer infrastructure costs leaving the County with substantial tax 

payer savings to be spent on other higher priority public school or park projects. 

ii. Other failing septic areas evaluated in the Upper Port Tobacco River Watershed 

Sewer Connection Study could also potentially be addressed with a more 

centralized pump station. 

d. The notion that the County was ever going to construct any proposed sewer within the 

1,160 acres as part of a CIP project was never the case and always planned to be installed 

by private investment when the market dictated the 1,160 acres was ready for 

development.  The developable portions of the 1,160 acres is NOW MARKET READY! 

8. Existing vs. Proposed Tier Map 

a. The June 21 presentation prepared by staff is riddled with inaccuracies and errors, such as 

labeling an existing Tier Map on Slide 12, yet the actual map does not represent the 

Existing Tier Map adopted on April 29, 2014.  The slides would lead you to believe there 

is no change between the “existing map” and the “proposed revised” tier map. 
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Inaccurate Slide 12 depicting "Existing" Tier Map   Existing Approved Tier Map 

depicting Tier II within 1,160 acres 

   

9. TDR’s and MPDU’s 

a. For development projects within a Priority Funding Area, the Base Density should be 3.5 

dwelling units per acre, as stated in the State of Maryland’s regulations.  TDR’s should 

only be required for increased density above that minimum base density. 

b. Requiring the use of TDR’s to obtain the minimum allowable density required within a 

State Approved PFA of 3.5 dwelling units per acre, in addition to requiring the use of 

MPDU’s is not economically feasible. 

c. If MPDU’s are required, a density bonus of market rate units should be offered. 

d. The percentage of MPDU’s should vary from 10% to 15% of the total number of units in 

the development, with the actual percentage for any particular development being based 

upon the density bonus achieved.   

e. MPDU units should receive waivers from County Fees and APFO requirements, such as 

School Impact/Excise Fees, Water & Sewer Tap Fees, or any other County imposed fee. 

f. Alternative Compliance Measures should be offered for MPDUs, should environmental 

or neighborhood compatibility challenges exist. 

g. MPDU’s should not be required in Large Lot Residential zones. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



6 
Testimony – AJM – 6/21/2016    

10. Impact on Southern Maryland Rapid Transit project 

a. The removal of the PFA area from the 1,160 acres and reduction in the development 

district boundary may have a profound impact on the decisions to move forward with the 

SMRT project. 

b. The 1,160 acres are within close proximity to a proposed future White Plains transit 

station. 

 

11. Infrastructure Improvements and Public Investment within and adjacent to the 1,160 acres 

(existing & proposed) including, but not limited to: 

a. Existing 16” Waterline in Billingsley Road 

b. Billingsley Road was recently upgraded to a 4-lane divided roadway 

c. The existing Indian Head Rail Trail 

d. Parking lot for Indian Head Rail Trail (funded by State funds) 

e. Electric and Gas service readily available in Billingsley Road. 

f. New elementary school # 22 approved to be constructed in the 1,160 acres. 

g. Upgraded Middletown Road & Billingsley Road Roundabout and widening of 

Middletown Road. 

h. Future middle school #9 

i. Future potential public park. 
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Supplementary Written Testimony by Adam Morman, based on the proposed June 

28, 2016 Agenda posted to the BOCC BoardDocs on June 23, 2016. 

1. The Board of County Commissioners has proven to be extremely NON-Transparent in 

their actions related to the Comprehensive Plan and the business community. 

2. The Board of County Commissioners scheduled Four (4) 

“work sessions” and Two (2) hearings for Public Comment in 

an effort to show Transparency, however, during the first 

Three (3) work sessions, there has been absolutely NO 

discussion between any Commissioners about any proposed 

Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan.  Each work session 

included a brief presentation by the Planning Director, Steve 

Ball, followed by a list of things 1 or 2 Commissioners “would 

like to see” as amendments to the Comprehensive Plan. 

3. In the fourth scheduled work session (Tuesday June 28), the 

Board of County Commissioners plans a 30 minute “work 

session” from 12:00-12:30pm to formally introduce vote on 27 

proposed Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan.  Taking 

only 30 minutes to vote on 27 amendments is highly 

questionable and a disservice to the citizens of Charles County. 

4. There have not been ANY substantive discussions related to 

the Comprehensive Plan during any public BOCC work 

session.   

5. The Board of County Commissioners is overreaching by 

drastically amending the Comprehensive Plan from that which 

was proposed by the Planning Commission on April 4, 2016.  

At least the Planning Commission spent many hours discussing 

and debating the merits of the changes to the Comprehensive 

Plan.  This BOCC has not debated any amendments. 

6. The Board of County Commissioners is showing no inclination 

to be Business Friendly or serious about Economic 

Development.   

7. The coincidence of the Citizens for a Better Charles County 

ceasing operations 10 days prior to the Planning Commission 

Comp Plan hearing and ethics complaints against three 

Planning Commission members make their impact on the 

Comp Plan and the Plan itself, HIGHLY QUESTIONABLE. 





Charles County 

2016 (draft) 

Comprehensive Plan

County Commissioners

WORK SESSION

June 28, 2016

Presented by Steven Ball, Planning Director

Slide 1 County Commissioners Public Hearing on the Comprehensive Plan

2016 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN COMMENTS TO PUBLIC RECORD
SUBMITTED BY:  Walton Development & Management
June 24, 2016

The following pages obtain comments regarding the proposed Work Session presentation
scheduled for June 28, 2016 for the 2016 draft comprehensive plan, as prepared by county
staff. 



EXISTING MAP. TIER III AREAS IN ORANGE

Slide 15 County Commissioners Public Hearing on the Comprehensive Plan

CHAPTER 3 (LAND USE) TIER MAP

This Tier map is titled "Existing Map", however, this is a proposed Tier Map, as proposed by the
Planning Commission.  The title of this map should state "Proposed Map", not "Existing Map". 
Of note, the hatched area of the 1,160 acres is shown in the Existing and Adopted Tier Map as
Tier II, not Tier IV.  This is important because it makes it appear that the 1,160 acres are
currently in a Tier IV area and then Proposed Tier Map is also Tier IV, making one believe there
is no change in the designation between maps.  See snapshot of Adopted Tier Map below.
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Slide 18 County Commissioners Public Hearing on the Comprehensive Plan

WATERSHED CONSERVATION DISTRICT

UPDATED BOUNDARY 6-21-16

This map exhibit is disingenuous, as it does not show all of the development surrounding the 1,160
acres in the same fashion development is shown in the Mattawoman Creek Watershed.  The map
should show the black dots representing development/density/impervious area surrounding the 1,160
acres and not depict that there is simply no development within the 1,160 acres. See map below
depicting development surrounding the 1,160 acres on all sides.



DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT 

• Make the development district boundary 

consistent with the Priority Funding Area 

(PFA) map in the Waldorf area;

• Areas outside of the new boundary would be 

subject to downzoning to a lower density as 

a part of the Comprehensive Rezoning to 

implement the plan;

Slide 19 County Commissioners Public Hearing on the Comprehensive Plan

Amendment # 16 states the Development District Residential District (DD) will mirror the PFA based
on the State of Maryland's defined PFA map.  The existing State of Maryland PFA map includes the
1,160 acres as a designated PFA area.  Showing a modified PFA boundary will not match the existing
State of Maryland PFA area.  (See snipit from Amendments memo dated 6/23/2016)



DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT AREA

(CURRENT BOUNDARY)

Slide 20 County Commissioners Public Hearing on the Comprehensive Plan

This map accurately depicts the existing State of Maryland PFA boundary.  This map has been
corrected from what was previously presented to the County Commissioners at the 6/7/2016 work
session.  It had previously neglected to show the 1,160 acres as being in the approved and existing
State of Maryland Priority Funding Area boundary. (see map below for incorrect version).

County Commissioners Work Session on the Comprehensive PlanSlide 20

CHAPTER 3 (LAND USE)



PROPOSED & REVISED 

DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT

County Commissioners Public Hearing on the Comprehensive Plan
Slide 20

This map depicts a combination of the Planning Commission's proposed development district
boundary (dated April 4, 2016) and what county staff believes is the proposed development district
boundary, as briefly discussed during the work session on 6/7/2016.   It is disingenuous to revise a
boundary arbitrarily, in this case the Development District Boundary, prior to having a full discussion
on the 1,160 acres.  

Amendment 17 (as dated June 23, 2016) should be discussed prior to any vote to modify the
development district boundary.  A full discussion should include the possible ramifications of removing
the PFA boundary and funding issues for the approved elementary school #22, future middle school #
9, and any previous State funding that has already been utilized by Charles County.  

Note, this exhibit does depict "some" of the existing development surrounding the 1,160 acres within
the development district boundary, but does not show the existing developed parcels that surround the
1,160 acres on all four (4) sides, including 300 acres in the southern portion of 1,160 acres is already
developed.



REVISED LAND USE MAP, REFLECTING 

CLARIFICATIONS BY COMMISSIONERS (6-21-16)

County Commissioners Public Hearing on the Comprehensive PlanSlide 35

This Land Use plan depicts an extremely large area of land as Watershed Conservation, including the
1,160 acres, which are not within the Mattawoman Watershed.  The boundary of the 1,160 acres
actually touches the boundary of the Waldorf Urban Core and should not be a conservation area.

It is questionable how County planning staff can reflect clarifications by the commissioners on a map
when there was Absolutely Zero discussion amongst the group of commissioners related to any of the
proposed Amendments.  Each amendment that was proposed by either Commissioner Robinson or
Commissioner Stewart was met with no objections, clarifications, discussions, alternate solutions, or
requests for additional information from any other Commissioner.

These Work Session without discussion is NOT a Work Session.  No work has been conducted in the
Public's view and presents an extreme lack of Transparency by this group of County Commissioners.



Charles County 

2016 (draft) 

Comprehensive Plan

County Commissioners

Work Session

June14, 2016

Presented by Steven Ball, Planning Director

Slide 1 County Commissioners Work Session on the Comprehensive Plan

The following pages obtain comments regarding the proposed Work Session presentation on
June 14, 2016 for the 2016 draft comprehensive plan, as prepared by county staff.  (6/13/2016)

2016 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN COMMENTS TO PUBLIC RECORD
SUBMITTED BY:  Walton Development & Management
June 24, 2016



EXISTING MAP. TIER III AREAS IN ORANGE

Slide 15 County Commissioners Public Hearing on the Comprehensive Plan

CHAPTER 3 (LAND USE) TIER MAP

This Tier map is titled "Existing Map", however, this is a proposed Tier Map, as proposed by the
Planning Commission.  The title of this map should state "Proposed Map", not "Existing Map". 
Of note, the hatched area of the 1,160 acres is shown in the Existing and Adopted Tier Map as
Tier II, not Tier IV.  See snapshot of Adopted Tier Map below. (6/13/2016)
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This map exhibit is disingenuous, as it does not show all of the development surrounding the 1,160
acres in the same fashion development is shown in the Mattawoman Creek Watershed.  The map
should show the black dots representing development/density/impervious area surrounding the 1,160
acres and not depict that there is simply no development within the 1,160 acres. See map below
depicting development surrounding the 1,160 acres. (6/13/2016)

Slide 19 County Commissioners Work Session on the Comprehensive Plan

CHAPTER 3 (LAND USE)



DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT AREA

(CURRENT BOUNDARY)

Slide 23 County Commissioners Work Session on the Comprehensive Plan

This map accurately depicts the existing PFA boundary.  This map has been corrected from what was
previously presented to the County Commissioners.  Previously, slide 20 as presented on 6/7/2016,
neglected to show the 1,160 acres as being in the approved Priority Funding Area (see map below).
(6/13/2016)

County Commissioners Work Session on the Comprehensive PlanSlide 20

CHAPTER 3 (LAND USE)



PROPOSED & REVISED 

DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT

County Commissioners Work Session on the Comprehensive Plan
Slide 24

This map depicts a combination of the Planning Commission's proposed development district
boundary and what county staff believes is the proposed development district boundary, as briefly
discussed during the work session on 6/7/2016.   It is disingenuous to revise a boundary, in this case
the Development District Boundary, which affects the 1,160 acres, prior to having a full discussion on
the 1,160 acres.  Slides 27, 28, & 29 should precede slides 21­26, in order for an unbiased discussion
take place regarding the 1,160 acres and the PFA/Development District.  By proceeding in the current
slide order, the development district boundary change could occur without adequate discussion about
the PFA of the 1,160 acres. 

Note, this exhibit does depict "some" of the existing development surrounding the 1,160 acres, in
addition to what previous Mattawoman Watershed exhibits have showed surrounding the 1,160 acres.
In addition, a large area in the southern portion of 1,160 acres is already developed.  (6/13/2016)



IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS

(SEE STAFF’S POLICY MEMO FOR DETAILS)

• Change the DDD boundary on the land use 

map;

• Stipulate Rezoning the vacant areas 

previously within the DDD but now outside of 

the new boundary as a part of the 

Comprehensive Rezoning to implement the 

Comprehensive Plan;

Slide 25
County Commissioners Work Session on the Comprehensive Plan

This slide incorrectly states "Change the DDD boundary on the land use map".  It appears this should
say change the Development District and not DDD, which would mean Deferred Development District.
(6/13/2016)



IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS (CONT.)

• Revise the Priority Funding Area Boundary 

to eliminate IHSTP, land surrounding airport, 

1,160 acre site south of Billingsley, areas on 

eastern PFA boundary;

• Work with legal staff to determine 

which projects have vested rights to 

enable them to go forward with 

development, or not;

County Commissioners Work Session on the Comprehensive Plan
Slide 26

It must be reiterated, it is disingenuous to have an implementation action specifically referencing the
1,160 acres without first having a detailed discussion on the 1,160 acres.  As it currently stands, the
discussion of the 1,160 acres will occur after all of the discussions related to what appears to be a
proposed change to the development district area currently outside of the PFA boundary.  The 1,160
acres is in the approved PFA and should not be discussed as part of the Development District
boundary change until after having the chance to discuss the 1,160 acres on its own merits.
(6/13/2016)



RECONSIDER THE 1,160 ACRES

• Reconsider placing this in or out of the 

Watershed Conservation District land use;

Slide 27 County Commissioners Work Session on the Comprehensive Plan

It must be reiterated, it is disingenuous to have an implementation action specifically referencing the
1,160 acres without first having a detailed discussion on the 1,160 acres.  As it currently stands, the
discussion of the 1,160 acres will occur after all of the discussions related to what appears to be a
proposed change to the development district area currently outside of the PFA boundary.  The 1,160
acres is in the approved PFA and should not be discussed as part of the Development District
boundary change until after having the chance to discuss the 1,160 acres on its own merits. 

Slides 27, 28, & 29 should be discussed prior to and/or separately from any discussions related to the
Development District boundary change for properties outside of the existing PFA boundary. 
(6/13/2016)



County Commissioners Work Session on the Comprehensive PlanSlide 28

CHAPTER 3 (LAND USE)

aoes not show all of the existing development
surrounding the 1I1SM acres.

This map exhibit is disingenuous, as it does not show all of the development surrounding the 1,160
acres in the same fashion development is shown in the Mattawoman Creek Watershed.  The map
should show the black dots representing development/density/impervious area surrounding the 1,160
acres and not depict that there is simply no development within and immediately surrounding the
1,160 acres. See map below depicting development surrounding the 1,160 acres. (6/13/2016)



IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS

Option 1: Include it as a part of the WCD land 

use; rezone the site as part of the 

Comprehensive Rezoning, amend the PFA 

boundary;

Option 2: Keep as residential land use and 

zoning. Keep as part of the PFA. Require TDRs 

as a new TDR receiving area in the plan; 

Slide 29 County Commissioners Work Session on the Comprehensive Plan

PUBLIC COMMENTS 

MAJOR ISSUES AND THEMES (CONT.)

5. Watershed Conservation District (WCD)

• Remove the 1,160 acres abutting Billingsley, 

east of Middletown Road from the WCD;

• Keep same area as a PFA;

• Some other comments recommended it stay 

within the WCD;

County Commissioners Work Session on the Comprehensive Plan
Slide 12

(CHAPTER 3, LAND USE)

This slide flip­flops the order of potential implementation options from what was presented during the
June 7, 2016 work session.  The presentation previously appeared to emphasize removing the 1,160
acres from the WCD and keeping the area as a PFA by listing as bullets 1 and 2.  The slide above
appears to imply and/or emphasize including the 1,160 acres in the WCD and amending the PFA
boundary.  (6/13/2016)







































End of Adam J. Morman Testimony & Exhibits


